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OPINIONS PER CURIAM, ETC., FROM OCTOBER 13,
1902, TO JANUARY 18, 1903.

No. 55. GEORGE TsuKicxoTo, APPELLANT, . JOHN LACKMANN
Lr AL. Appeal from the Circuit Court of the United States for
the Northern District of California. Submitted October 16,
1902. Decided October 20, 1902. Per Cuq'am. Final order
affirmed with costs, on the authority of .Ainnesota v Brundage,
180 U. S. 499, Afarkuson, v Boucher, 175 U. S. 184, and cases
cited. .Yr James G .Yaguvre for the appellant. 21r. Thomas
D. Riordan- for the appellees.

No. 255. WILLiAm B. BRoWN, APPELLANT, V. JOHN H. DRxiN,
STREET SUPERINTENDENT, ETC., E T AL. Appeal from the Circuit
Court of the United States for the Southern District, of Cali-
fornia. Motions to dismiss or affirm submitted October 14,
1902. Decided October 20, 1902. Per Curnam. Decree af-
firmed with costs, on the authority of Spies v Illinow, 123 U. S.
131, Richardson vi Railroad Com/pany, 169 U. S. 128, Wal-
8ton. v .Yevsn, 128 U. S. 578;' Fallbrook Ir gation, .Distmet v.
Bradley, 161 U S. 112, French v Asphalt Company, 181 U. S.
3,24, 1Rlng v. Portland, 184 U S. 61. (Mr. Justice Harlan
took no part in the disposition of this case.) Ar Joseph ff.
Call for the appellant. AXr Albert H.. Crutcher for the appel-
lees.

No. 349. BAn-m OF IRON GATE, PLANTiFF IN ERROR, ,v. MAGGIE
A. BR _Y, EXECUTRIX, ETC. In error to the Circuit Court of
the United- States for the Eastern District of Virginia. Sub-
mitted October 14, 1902. Decided October 20, 1902. Per Cw-
?-am. Judgment affirmed with costs, on the authority of T.eavze
Bank v -Fenno, 8 Wall. 533. Kr William 1. Royall for the
plaintiff in error. .Mr Solicitor General Richards for the de-
fendant m error.
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No. 394. INDIANA POWER ComvTm, PInIFF n ERI O, 'V.
ST. JosRPH AiTD ELKART POWER Com'ANY. In error to the
Supreme-Court of the State of Indiana. Motions to dismiss or
affirm submitted October 14, 1902. Decided October 20, 1902.
Per Carzam. Dismissed for the want of jurisdiction, on the
authority of Pm v St. _Louss, 165 U. S. 273, Cook County v.
.Do' Company, 138 U. S. 635, Dewey v Des H otnes, 173 U. S.
193, 200, .Mi~zng Company v .IkThadden, 180 U. S. 535. .r
Frank F Reed -and Mr Ferdinand 1inter for the plaintiff in
error. Xr -Charle Franots Carusz for the defendant in error.

Nbs. 328, 329 and 330. CHAaLEs T. CARNAHAN, PLAINTIFF
.IN ERROR, V. P K. COXirOLLY. In error to the Court of Appeals
of the State of Colorado. Motion to dismiss submitted Octo-
ber 20, 1902. Decided October 27,1902. Per Cursam. Writs
,of error dismissed for want of jurisdiction on the authority, of
Eustisv Bolles, 150 U. S. 361, Tarmon v Horton, 171 U. S.
38, Er'w Railroad Company v P.urdy, 185 U S. 148, an4 other
cases,; and see Carnahan v Connolly, 68 Pac. Rep. 836. .Xr.
Charles J. ughes, Jr., for the plaintiff in error. _Xr C. S.
Thomas,, .r. V H. Bryant and Xr H. H. Lee for the de-
fendant in'error.

No. 60. WLLIAx A. CALVERT, ADMINIST'RATOR, ETO., PLAIN-

TIFF Il ERPioR, ' SOUTHEmN RAILWAY CoMPAwy. In error to
the Circuit Court of the United States for the District of South
Carolina. Argued October 31, 1902. Decided November 3,
1902. Per Curam. Judgment affirmed, with costs, on the
authority of St. 1oums and San Franewsco Railway Company v.
James, 161 U. S. 545 , and see Calvert v Southern Railway Com-.
pa/ny, 64 S. C. 143 41 S. E. Rep. 963: .Ar William N Gray-
don for the plaintiff in error. ffir George E. Hamilton and .M/'
Fasrfax Harrmson for the defendant m error.

No. 15. CLARENOE E. COLLINS, PLAINTIFF IN ERROR, V. STATE
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OF 'Na.w TA-SHiaRm. -In erroi .to the Supreme Court of the
State of -New Hampshire. ' Argued and submitted January 7
and 8, 1902. Restored to docket for reargument January 20,
1902. Reargued April 17, 1902, November 10, 1902. Judg-
ment. affirmed, with costs, by an equally divided court. -Mr.
Win. D. Guthrw and .X& A. H Veeder for the plaintiff in error.
M'. Edwin G Eastman for the defendant in error.

No. 361. Erizi A. WiLL, PLAINTIFF n ERROR, V. OLD COL-
oNY TRUST COWrrANY ET AL. In error to the Supreme Judicial
Court of the State of Massachusetts. Motions to dismiss or
affirm submitted November 3, 1902. Decided November 10,
1902. Per Curuzm. Dismissed for the want of jurisdiction on
the authority of Eustis v Boll e, 150 U. S. 361, and see Wa,11
v. Old Coloy Trust Company, 1714 Massachusetts, 340, 177
Massachusetts, 275. Zt I,. Seaife for the plaintiff in error.
-Yr Felix Raceerann, -Yr. .2lfoorfteld &ory, -Y. Ezra R.
Thayer, 3& J L. Tvturndike and .Ar L. S. -Dabmey for the
defendants m error.

No. 91. MARTHA. E. SMITH ET AL., PLAINTIFFS IN ERROR, V.

EDWARD F. BRowN, RECEIVE;z ETC. In error to the United
States Circuit Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. Ar-
gued and submitted November 13, 1902. Decided Novem-
ber 17, 1902. Per Curiam. Judgment affirmed, with costs,
on the authority of Studaker v Perry, 181 U S. 258, Ye-
-Donald v Thnompson, 184 U. S. 71i, United States v. X'ox, 102
U. S. 422, (see case below, .Deweese v. Smith, 106 Fed. Rep.
438,) and case remanded to the Circuit Court of the United
States for the Western District of Missouri. .Mr Win. .M
Williams for the plaintiffs in error. .M-r William S. Sh?,rk for

the defendant in error,

No. 400. DisTriCT OF COLU-BIA, AP.PELLANT, v'. ELIAS E.
BARNES. Appeal from the Coi.rt of Claims. Motion to dis-
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miss. Submitted November 17, 1902. Decided December 8,
1902. Per Curiam. Appeal dismissed. Act of June 6, 1900,

.31 Stat. c. 789, p. 572, Gordon V United States, 117 U. S. 697,
2 Wall. 561, Dsterct of Columbia v Eslin, 183 U. S. 62, 65.
-M'r Solicitor General Rwhards and .Mr Robert A. Howard for
the appellant. .Yr John C. Fay for the appellee

No. 438. FERDINAND SIEGEL ET AL., APPELLANTS, V. S. L.
Sw.ATs, Ti USTYE. Appeal from the United States Circuit
Court of Appeals for the Eighth Circuit. Motion to dismiss.
Submitted December 1, 1902. Decided December 8, 1902.
Per, Curzam. Appeal dismissed for the want of jurisdiction,
on the authority of Bogy v Daugherty, 184 U. S. 696, Hras-
eltine v Central Bank- 183 IT. S. 130, Keystone Jfa'nganese and
Iron Company v Aartin, 132 U. S. 91. 11r Edward C. Eliot
for the appellants. Mr -Davwd Goldsmiith for the appellee.

No. 374. GEORGE F HARDING, APPELLANT, V. JOHN S. HART

ET AL. Appeal from the United States Circuit Court of Ap-
peals for the Seventh Circuit. Motion to dismiss. Submitted
December 1, 1902. Decided December 15, 1902. Per C6uriam.
Dismissed for the want of jurisdiction on the authority of Ru-
gidley . fanufacturmng Company- v. Galeton Cotton .Mills, 18-
U. S. 290, 294, and cases cited, Rouse v Letcher, 156 U. S. 47,
and see 1Hurding v Hart, 186 U. S. 483. Ur A. A. Hoeh-
ling, Jr., for the appellant. Mr Frederw, Ullman and .r. D
J Schuyler for the appellees.

No. 128. CHIcAGo, BURLINGTON AND QUINCY RAILROAD CoM-
PANY, PLAINTIFF IN ERROR; v. KATE G. WOLFE, ADMINISTRATRIX,

ETC. In error to the Supreme Court of the State of Nebraska.
Argued December 17, 1902. Decided December 22, 1902. Per
Curzam. ' Judgment affirmed with costs, on the authority of
Chicago, Rock Island-&c. Railroad Company v Zernecke, 183
U. S. 582. Xr J IV Deweese and JVr Charles F. .Zanderson
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for the plaintiff in error. .br T JJ Mahoney for the defend-
ant in error.

No. 156. N. T. COOK, PLAINTIFF IN ERROR, V. STATE OF TEN-

NESSEE. In error to the Supreme Court of the State of Ten-
nessee. Motion to dismiss. Submitted January 5, 1903. De-
cided January 12, 1903. Per Curzam. Dismissed for.the want
of jurisdiction on the authority of Haseltne v Samngs Bank
of Sprzngfeld, .A1o., 183 U. S. 130, Bogy v Daugherty, 184
U. S. 696. 3fr E. IF Ross for the plaintiff in error. A.r
Charles T Cates, Jr., for the defendant in error.

No. 162. ANNIE WRIGHT SEMINARY, PLAINTIFF IN ERROR,, V.

CITY OF TACOMA. In error to the Supreme Court of the State
of Washington. Submitted December 22, 1902. Decided Jan-
uary 192, 1903. Per Curzam. Dismissed for the want of juris-
diction on the authority of Gillis v StivchfJeld, 159 U. S. 658;
J'ittslbrgh Company v. Cleveland Company, 178 U. S. 279,
S peed v Meoartly, 181 U S. 269, 27. See case below, 23
Washington, 109. Ar John F Shafroth for the plaintiff in
error. .3br Dav?,d A. Gburwk for the defendant in error.

Dectsions on Petitions for Wrtts of Certiorari.

Fiom October 13, 1902, to January 18, 1903.

No. 342. ALLEGHENry OIL COMPANY ET AL., PETITIONERS, V.

-HIRAfm A. SNYDER ET AL. October 20, 1902. Petition for a
writ of certiorari to United. States Circuit Court of-Appeals for
the Sixth Circuit denied, An' S. Schoyer, Jr., for the petition-
ers. _Yr Edward _NcSweeney and .ir )- A. Rollingsworth for
the respondents.


